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should not be admitted and he should not have the right of
a formal investigation of his conduct.   Thus the Gover-
nor-General decided the whole question ex parte, "upon
the basis of evidence furnished by the English themselves,
and examined only by themselves and for themselves and
upon which they could put any construction they pleased,
without admitting the accused to offer a single'article of
counter evidence or to sift the evidence brought to condemn
him."    The argument that Mill puts forward against the
English decision, that the ISTawab was a sovereign ruler who
stood in treaty relations with the British power, is contro-
verted by Wilson, who says that the Nawab had never been
a sovereign prince; but the Ministers of the British Crowji
had most im politically and mistaMngly treated him as
such.   But the history of his relations with the Company
furnished a clear refutation of this assumption.    Wilson
added that the Nawab was nothing more originally than
an officer of the Nizam of the Deccan, appointed and re-
moved at his pleasure.   It was the English that secured
him independence of the Nizam and it was to them that he
owed his security.   "He was their creature and not their
equal."     The dispute lay not between two potentates of
equal status, but between master and servant, between
sovereign and subject.    It was the mistake of the English
to have perpetuated in their own attitude the pretensions
of the ISTawab to sovereign rank.   In Wilson's opinion,
even Wellesley was generous and weak-minded in this res-
pect, because ho chose to treat tJie !N"awab? not as a re-
fractory dependent, but as a sovereign prince in alliance
with the Engli sh.   He wrote in his Despatch:   *' The case
requires that we should act as against a state, on the bnsis
of the general law of: nations, and that we should employ
the power of the British empire in India to demand, and
if necessary, to enforce an adequate security for -our rights
and interests against the machinations of a faithless ally,
who nas violated the fundamental principles of a pliblic
alliance to the extant of placing himself in the light of a
public enemy,"    But even Wilson had to modify his
standpoint32 and to plead the expediency of inconsistency.
(32)           "This moons, it is to be presuinjed, that a sovereignwhp. is an
enowwy, and who JP too weak to resist, may be deprived of his sove-
reignty: but oven if tiiia doctrine were generally true, which it xa
not7 the public hostility of the Nawnb of the CtLrnatic hart no* been
so (IcH'btivoly inanifosrtotl as to justify saflh extreme puwshmont.
The inconsistencies and unsouudness of many of our attempfra to
vindicate our politicfil mewrareB is Iwfia are undeniable. It would
have bean mow honest and honourable to have confined ourselves to.